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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW  

On February 23, 2015, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory (UC LBNL) circulated for public 

review an Environmental Analysis and Checklist for the Integrative Genomics Building (IGB) 

project. The Environmental Analysis and Checklist was circulated for a 30-day period ending on 

March 24, 2015.  

As stated in UC LBNL’s Notice of Availability (also issued on February 23, 2015), all comments 

received on the Environmental Analysis and Checklist during the comment period would be 

reviewed, considered, and documented by the University in its CEQA-related decision making. 

UC LBNL received eight comment letters on the Environmental Analysis and Checklist. 

Although responses to these comments are not required by CEQA, UC LBNL has prepared 

responses to every comment and provides them in this document. 

The Environmental Analysis and Checklist and this response to comments document are 

presented to the University of California Board of Regents – along with CEQA Findings and 

other project information -- for use in its decision making process for the proposed IGB project.  

1.2 ORGANIZATION OF THIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT 

This document is organized into five sections. Following this introduction (Section 1.0), 

Section 2.0, Comments on the Environmental Analysis and Checklist and Responses to 

Comments, contains a list of persons who submitted written comments on the Environmental 

Analysis and Checklist; the submitted letters; and responses to those comments. Each comment 

letter is coded and each comment is labeled with a number in the page margin. Each comment 

letter is presented immediately before its corresponding responses. Section 3.0, Errata, presents 

typographic corrections to Environmental Analysis and Checklist text. These corrections do not 

represent significant new information (as defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5) and 

the conclusions of the Environmental Analysis and Checklist regarding significant impacts, 

alternatives, and mitigation measures remain unchanged. Section 4.0, References, lists 

documents used in the preparation of the responses to comments. Section 5.0, Report 

Preparation, lists persons involved in the preparation of this Response to Comments document.  
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2.0 COMMENTS ON THE IGB ENVIRONMENTAL 

ANALYSIS AND CHECKLIST AND 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

2.1 INDEX TO COMMENTS 

All agencies, organizations, and individuals who commented on the IGB Environmental Analysis 

and Checklist are listed in Table 2.0-1, Index to Comments, below. 

 

Table 2.0-1 

Index of Comments 

 

Letter Name Date 

Agencies   

EBMUD East Bay Municipal Utility District, David J. Rehnstrom March 16, 2015  

Organizations   

CMTW(1) Committee to Minimize Toxic Waste, Pam Sihvola  March 23, 2015 

CMTW(2) Committee to Minimize Toxic Waste, Pam Sihvola  March 30, 2015 

Individuals   

Jones Jim and Dana Jones March 10, 2015 

Metzger Dean Metzger March 10, 2015 

Shively John Shively March 24, 2015 

Stage Elizabeth Stage March 23, 2015 

Swift Diz Swift March 9, 2015 

 

These eight comment letters and the responses to the comments are provided on the following 

pages. All page numbers refer to the published IGB Environmental Analysis and Checklist. 
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East Bay Municipal Utility District, David J. Rehnstrom, dated March 16, 2015 

Response EBMUD-1 

The comment concerning scheduling of any necessary system upgrades with the East Bay 

Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) is noted. UC Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory (UC 

LBNL) has already contacted EBMUD regarding water service for the IGB project and continues 

to closely coordinate with the District on water planning for Berkeley Lab. The 2006 Long Range 

Development Plan Water Supply Assessment (WSA) and subsequent UC LBNL WSAs establish 

the entitlement framework for water supply for all development at Berkeley Lab. 

No improvements to water supply facilities are needed to provide water to the IGB project. 

UC LBNL would be responsible for any on-site system upgrades required to serve the project. 

Response EBMUD-2 

The proposed IGB Project would include all water conservation features noted in EBMUD's 

Section 31 Water Service Regulation. 

Response EBMUD-3 

No source of non-potable water is available at the planned site of the IGB, nor is there an 

economically feasible way to provide this source. As part of the development of the conceptual 

design for the IGB into full construction documents, sustainable features (including recycling 

water generated by the IGB) will be studied and incorporated into the project plan if they are cost 

effective and within the project budget. 

Response EBMUD-4 

UC LBNL will continue to coordinate and consult with EBMUD as future developments are 

planned and implemented. 
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Committee to Minimize Toxic Waste, Pam Sihvola, dated March 23, 2015 

Response CMTW (1)-1 

The commenter quotes a statement that no more buildings should be constructed in either the 

Strawberry Canyon or the Blackberry Canyon at the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory 

(LBNL) site due to the unstable geological conditions of the LBNL site. The commenter also 

quotes the hypotheses put forward by University of California Berkeley (UCB) Professor 

Emeritus Garniss Curtis (in an article published in the Berkeley Daily Planet in the autumn of 

2008 and a letter submitted to the Regents of the University of California in the spring of 2008). In 

his article, Professor Emeritus Curtis argued that the LBNL site is underlain by a volcanic caldera 

containing material with low strength. The Committee to Minimize Toxic Waste (CMTW) 

comment letter also presents a hand-drawn, geologic cross-section of the LBNL site, which 

portrays most of the LBNL site as underlain by volcanic rock filling a caldera. In this drawing, the 

hypothesized collapsed caldera deposit (i.e., in-fill) is shown to be hundreds of feet thick and 

made up of volcanic rocks mixed with ash and debris. The volcanic rock filling the caldera is 

portrayed as having cavern-sized voids filled with water. 

A comprehensive bedrock geology map of the entire LBNL site was prepared by Parsons 

Engineering Science, Inc., (PES) and UC LBNL in 2000. The mapping data used to prepare the 

map was drawn from hundreds of borings as well as from trenches, outcrops, construction 

excavations, and road cuts (PES and UC LBNL 2000). This map indicates that volcanic rocks do 

not underlie most of the LBNL site, but rather occur in various isolated to semi-isolated masses. 

Calculations from this map indicate that 46 acres of the 202-acre site, or 23 percent of the LBNL 

property, is underlain by volcanic rock, sedimentary rock intercalated with volcanic rock, and 

sedimentary rock including volcaniclastics (a type of rock that contains volcanic material). 

The majority of these 46 acres are currently not developed, and the UC LBNL and DOE do not 

anticipate further development in these areas. 

The theory that volcanic rocks at LBNL originated in an alleged caldera collapse is not borne out 

in the geologic observations of the LBNL site. A geologic section through the LBNL site was 

prepared by PES and UC LBNL in 2000, again based on data from many years of borings, 

outcrops, road cuts, and construction excavations. That cross section shows that the thickest 

volcanic masses at the site are less than 100 feet thick rather than hundreds of feet thick. Further, 

none of these masses is in contact with Cretaceous strata as portrayed in the video, but rather are 

underlain by the Tertiary Orinda Formation. Strata in this formation dip moderately to the 

northeast across all but the very eastern portion of the site indicating structural continuity that 

does not accord with these strata being blocks within a collapsed caldera. 

Volcanic masses at LBNL do not contain the high proportion of tuff (consolidated volcanic ash) 

indicative of collapse synchronous with eruption that is a defining feature of collapsed calderas. 

Further, none of the breccias (coarse angular volcanic fragments) observed at LBNL exhibit the 

welding expected to occur in at least some of them had they been formed in a caldera coincident 

to eruption. In short, the geometry of the volcanic rock masses does not accord with a caldera 

collapse origin. 

Another part of the caldera hypothesis is the contention that caldera-filling rock masses are weak, 

as having little to no strength and as thus unsuitable to support structures. Setting aside that 

there is not a scientific consensus that caldera-filling rock masses are particularly weak, and 
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setting aside that the evidence does not indicate there are collapsed caldera deposits at LBNL, the 

geomorphology developed on the volcanic rocks at and in the vicinity of the LBNL site is not 

consonant with supposing these rocks are essentially a fluid, or even relatively weaker than the 

surrounding rocks. On the contrary, these rocks underlie promontories, such as that occupied by 

the Lawrence Hall of Science and the naturally occurring sidehill bench upon which the first 

cyclotron building was constructed at LBNL. These geomorphic features indicate this material 

generally has higher strength and erosion resistance than the surrounding materials rather than 

lower strength. 

With respect to aquifers and/or perched bodies of subsurface water, particularly in the volcanic 

rock, that are depicted in Figure 1 (included in the comment letter), hydrogeologic conditions at 

LBNL have been thoroughly investigated as part of LBNL’s Environmental Restoration Program 

(ERP). These investigations have found that, as is typical throughout the San Francisco Bay Area, 

groundwater exists at LBNL within pores between sediment particles, such as between the grains 

of sand in sandstone, and rock fractures that are generally “smaller” to “much smaller” than a 

millimeter across. The investigations have also determined that the volcanic rock at LBNL is 

among the rock units with the highest permeability at the site, but well within the range of 

permeabilities for geologic materials in general. In addition, high permeability is not recognized 

by engineering geologists and geotechnical engineers as correlating significantly with slope 

instability. For instance, drainage of groundwater relieves the water pressure that contributes to 

slope instability, and groundwater drains more quickly from higher permeability materials. 

While groundwater conditions at LBNL can contribute to slope instability, particularly during 

and after intense precipitation events, no particularly adverse groundwater conditions relative to 

other hilly locations in the Bay Area have been encountered. 

Geologic maps and cross sections contained in the geotechnical investigation report for the IGB 

(A3GEO 2014) indicate that the IGB site is not underlain by volcanic rocks. Bedrock that underlies 

the IGB site is of the Tertiary Orinda Formation, which is a sedimentary rock unit. Borings deep 

as 144 feet have been drilled from the level of the pad on which the IGB is planned to be sited. 

Data from the borings provide no evidence of volcanic rocks, large voids, or unstable geologic 

conditions at the planned location of the IGB. In short, the planned IGB site has been extensively 

investigated and found to be geologically stable and well-suited for the planned construction. 

Response CMTW (1)-2 

See Response to Comment CMTW (1)-1, above. 

Response CMTW (1)-3 

Comment noted. See Response to Comment CMTW (1)-1, above. 

Response CMTW (1)-4 

The commenter states that the LBNL site lies between the Hayward and Wildcat Canyon faults 

and between Strawberry Canyon and Blackberry Canyon, and that the site is underlain by a 

collapsed caldera. With respect to the theory that a collapsed caldera is located at LBNL and that 

the volcanic caldera materials are unstable and not suitable for construction of large structures, 

please see Response to Comment CMTW(1)-1, above. 
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The commenter also argues that this area is unstable and that there is evidence of displacement 

along and below the Hayward fault. Regarding the Hayward fault, as noted in the IGB 

Environmental Analysis and Checklist Section 5.6 Geology and Soils, the proposed IGB project is 

located at least 1,000 feet away from the closest known or suspected active fault trace of the 

Hayward fault and the IGB site is well outside of the official Alquist-Priolo Fault Hazard Zone 

that surrounds the Hayward fault. Nevertheless, fault rupture or displacement along or below 

the fault, while not a direct issue at the immediate project site, and related matters have been 

fully addressed in the 2006 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) EIR Section IV.E Geology and 

Soils; in IGB Environmental Analysis and Checklist Section 5.6 Geology and Soils; and in the IGB 

Geotechnical Investigation Report (A3GEO 2014). Please see Response to Comment 

CMTW (1)-5, below. 

Response CMTW (1)-5 

The comment regarding the probability of a major earthquake on the Hayward fault is noted. 

Page 56 of the IGB Environmental Analysis and Checklist provides a subsequent estimate of the 

probability of a major earthquake on the Hayward fault which was reported by the US Geologic 

Survey (USGS) Working Group in 2003 to be 27 percent. As stated in the IGB Environmental 

Analysis and Checklist, LRDP Mitigation Measure GEO-2, which requires a site-specific, design-

level geotechnical investigation to occur during the design of any proposed buildings and for 

geotechnical recommendations to subsequently be incorporated into building design, was 

adopted as part of the 2006 LRDP and is a standard project feature of the proposed project. 

Pursuant to LRDP Mitigation Measure GEO-2, a geotechnical investigation was completed for the 

IGB project in September 2014. According to the geotechnical report, the IGB site is relatively free 

of geologic hazards other than earthquake ground shaking; a hazard shared through the region 

that is routinely mitigated through the seismic design provisions of the California Building Code 

(CBC). The proposed project would implement the recommendations of the geotechnical report 

and comply with the CBC. Please also refer to Response to Comment CMTW (2)-2, below. 

Response CMTW (1)-6 

The commenter contends that there is evidence of both vertical and horizontal movement along 

Hayward fault and that the west-dipping Cretaceous strata sub-parallel to the slope above 

Foothill student housing could cause the slope to fail during a major earthquake on the Hayward 

fault and destroy all the buildings from the western margin of the LBNL site to Doe Library on 

the UC Berkeley campus and beyond, a distance of over 1,000 feet west of Gayley Road. 

Studies undertaken by PES and UC LBNL (2000), Fugro (2002), and Kleinfelder (2006) on the 

western slope of LBNL did not find west-dipping on this slope. Rather, these successive studies 

found these strata generally dip north between 20 and 50 degrees. The mischaracterization of the 

attitude of these Cretaceous strata aside, the larger concern raised by the comment is regarding 

the potential failure of this slope and damage to areas of the campus to the west during a strong-

to-major earthquake (magnitude 6 to 8) on the Hayward fault. The generally accepted upper limit 

uplift rate of 1 millimeter per year in the Bay Area indicates this slope has existed for at least tens 

of thousands of years, during which it has experienced at least tens of Hayward fault earthquakes 

based on current understanding of this fault. Bedrock failure of this slope during any of these 

earthquakes would have deposited material derived from the Cretaceous strata at the toe of the 

slope, which is occupied by the Hayward fault. 
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Fault and geotechnical investigations for Foothill student housing in this location did not 

encounter such landslide deposits. Rather, soil containing rhyolite, a volcanic rock, was 

encountered west of the Hayward fault. No volcanic rock deposits exist between the IGB and the 

closest trace of the Hayward fault. The volcanic rock at the Foothill housing location was likely 

translated north by the movement of the block east of the fault from the mouth of Strawberry 

Creek, which does have volcanic rock in its watershed. In addition, an inactive shear zone located 

generally along Gayley Road to the west, the “Louderback trace,” was overlain by only a few feet 

of natural soil deposits. The last movement on this shear zone was at least 11,000 years ago, 

indicating that any landslide deposits in this location are at least that old. Consequently, the 

geologic record indicates the western slope of LBNL is stable with regard to potential bedrock 

landslides impinging on areas beyond the toe of the slope posited in the public comments. 

The geotechnical investigation report for the IGB (A3GEO 2014) indicates that the IGB site is 

underlain by Tertiary Orinda Formation rocks that are geologically stable. See Response to 

Comment CMTW (1)-1, above. 

Response CMTW (1)-7 

Please see Response to Comment CMTW (1)-6, above regarding landslides in the area of the IGB 

project. 

Response CMTW (1)-8 

Please see Response to Comment CMTW (1)-1, regarding the assertion that a caldera filled with 

unstable materials is present on the LBNL site. 

Response CMTW (1)-9 

The IGB Environmental Analysis and Checklist and the 2006 LRDP EIR, which is incorporated by 

reference, provide an adequate description of the existing geologic and hydrologic conditions at 

the project site. As stated in the IGB Environmental Analysis and Checklist, the proposed IGB 

project would occupy the site of the former Building 51 (Bevatron), which was removed over a 

period of years ending in 2012. The site is currently largely paved and serves as a temporary 

parking lot and storage area. The site is a large, graded, nearly level area, underlain by 

compacted cohesive soils and bedrock. Pursuant to LRDP Mitigation Measure GEO-2, a 

geotechnical investigation was completed for the proposed project in September 2014. According 

to the geotechnical report, the IGB site is relatively free of geologic hazards other than earthquake 

groundshaking; a hazard shared through the region that is routinely mitigated through the 

seismic design provisions of the California Building Code. The IGB site is situated on level 

ground unaffected by previous landsliding and there is little to no potential for ground failure to 

occur beneath the site (IGB Environmental Analysis and Checklist page 58). 

Section 5.9 in the IGB Environmental Analysis and Checklist provides information on the site’s  

existing hydrology. The proposed IGB project site is located within Blackberry Canyon which is 

within Strawberry Creek watershed. Prior to development, the project site was on the southern 

flank of Blackberry Canyon with a northwest-trending tributary to Blackberry Creek passing 

through the site. In the early 1950s, the Bevatron construction on the project site modified the 

previous topography and resulted in the placement of impervious surfaces on the project site. 

Most of the project site is currently impervious as it is covered with paved parking areas. Surface 

water flows from the project site and the larger Strawberry Creek watershed are ultimately 
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discharged into San Francisco Bay south of the Berkeley Marina at the terminus of the municipal 

storm drain system that conveys Strawberry Creek through the city of Berkeley. Groundwater 

flows to the west. (IGB Environmental Analysis and Checklist pages 76, 77, 79, and 80). 

Response CMTW (1)-10 

Please note that CEQA requires the evaluation of a project’s impacts on the environment relative 

to existing conditions (State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15125 (a) and 15126.2 (a)), and not an 

evaluation of the project’s impacts on conditions that might have existed in the project area in the 

past. As noted in Response to Comment CMTW(1)-9, above, although a brief description of 

previous hydrologic conditions on the project site is included in the checklist document, it is not 

necessary that the IGB Environmental Analysis and Checklist include a detailed description of 

past hydrology. In addition, it is beyond the scope of this IGB environmental analysis to describe 

and analyze the ground and surface water movement throughout the entire Strawberry Creek 

watershed. Hydrology relevant to the proposed project is described and analyzed in 2006 LRDP 

EIR Section IV.G Hydrology and Water Quality, and in IGB Environmental Analysis and 

Checklist Section 5.9 Hydrology and Water Quality. 

The commenter’s assertion about the North Fork of Strawberry Creek’s relationship with the 

former Bevatron building is noted. The proposed IGB would not include a basement or other 

subsurface rooms. Please also see Response to Comment CMTW (1)-18. 

Response CMTW (1)-11 

Please see Response to Comment CMTW(1)-9, above for information regarding existing 

geological and hydrological conditions at the project site, and please see Responses to 

Comments CMTW(1)-13, 14, 15, and 19, below for the commenter’s concern about groundwater 

problems at the project site. 

The IGB Environmental Analysis and Checklist and the 2006 LRDP EIR contain descriptions and 

analyses of the hydrologic and geologic settings of the proposed IGB site, including 2006 LRDP 

EIR Sections IV.E Geology and Soils and IV.G Hydrology and Water Quality; and the IGB 

Environmental Analysis and Checklist Sections 5.6 Geology and Soils and 5.9 Hydrology and 

Water Quality. These sections include identification and mapping of historic slope failure sites as 

well as areas where such sites have been repaired and addressed. 

The particular landslide incident that occurred over 40 years ago north of the IGB site and that is 

raised by the commenter, is identified and mapped in the 2006 LRDP EIR (IV.E-7), which 

includes the following: “The landslide beneath Buildings 46 and 46A … (has) been repaired and 

no longer represent(s) a hazard to the buildings.” 

The IGB Environmental Analysis and Checklist addresses potential landslide risks and includes 

the following statement on page 58: 

Pursuant to LRDP (EIR) Mitigation Measure GEO-2, a geotechnical investigation was 

completed in September 2014. According to the geotechnical report, the IGB site is 

relatively free of geologic hazards other than earthquake groundshaking; a hazard shared 

throughout the region that is routinely mitigated through seismic design provisions of 

the California Building Code. The IGB site is situated on level ground unaffected by 
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previous landsliding. Although there is no potential for landslides on the project site, 

there is a small landslide zone to the southeast of the project site and a larger landslide 

zone east of the project site. The geotechnical study determined that the small landslide 

zone would not pose any hazard to the proposed IGB and MUP (A3GEO 2014). 

Nevertheless, this slide will continue to be studied as the layout of the building is 

finalized to confirm that slope stabilization is not required; although not anticipated, if 

slope stabilization is determined to be necessary, the geotechnical recommendations will 

be incorporated into the building design. The larger landslide to the east of the project site 

was also evaluated in the geotechnical investigation and determined to not pose a hazard 

to the proposed IGB. 

While the Environmental Analysis and Checklist does identify some potential landslide-related 

risk to the proposed Modular Utility Plant (MUP) and planned access driveway to the southeast 

of the IGB site, there are several options identified in the geotechnical report, including relocation 

of the MUP and/or landslide stabilization, which would avoid this risk. Either way, the 

Environmental Analysis and Checklist concludes that this issue would not introduce any impacts 

to a building on this site beyond those already analyzed in the 2006 LRDP EIR. 

Response CMTW (1)-12 

The “Shively well” mentioned by the commenter is a feature that is maintained and operated by 

UC Berkeley; it is not on the LBNL site and is far removed from the proposed IGB site. 

For information about the general operations of the Shively well, the commenter should contact 

UC Berkeley. 

Response CMTW (1)-13 

The existing contamination within the footprint of the IGB project and nearby areas is described 

in Sections 2.5 and 5.8 of the IGB Environmental Analysis and Checklist. As the analysis shows, 

the project can be built on the approximately 1-acre project site without resulting in an excessive 

human health risk to project site occupants from the remaining contamination within the IGB 

footprint. 

With respect to existing contamination within the larger Bevatron site, LBNL is continuing to 

implement a remediation program in compliance with DTSC requirements for remediation of the 

site, regardless of whether IGB is constructed. Please see Response to Comment CMTW (1)-19 

for more information about contamination levels at the proposed project site. 

Please see pages 5 and 6 in the IGB Environmental Analysis and Checklist for reasons why the 

JGI program needs to be relocated to the LBNL site. Please also note that the environmental 

analysis of the proposed IGB project has shown that the project would not expose the building 

occupants to an unacceptable human health risk (pages 44 and 45) or other safety risks such as 

from landslides and excessive ground shaking (pages 58 and 59). 

Response CMTW (1)-14 

Existing soil and groundwater contamination at the LBNL site is identified, mapped, and 

analyzed in the 2006 LRDP EIR, including the ongoing work to remediate such historical legacy 

contamination (2006 LRDP EIR pages IV.F-5 et seq). No impacts related to groundwater 

contamination or its remediation are found to be significant or in excess of impacts reported in 
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the 2006 LRDP EIR. Since the publication of the IGB Environmental Analysis and Checklist, the 

California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) approved the risk assessment results 

indicating that site-specific conditions and planned IGB characteristics are protective of future 

indoor workers based on a less than one-in-a-million excess cancer risk and a Hazard Index (HI) 

of less than 1.0. Ongoing efforts to remediate on site contamination will continue as planned – 

with or without the IGB project – and in coordination with the DTSC. 

Response CMTW (1)-15 

Please see Response to Comment CMTW (1)-13 and CMTW (1)-19 regarding groundwater 

contamination on the Bevatron site and the process underway to remediate it and control off-site 

migration. 

The proposed IGB project would not interfere with the remediation activities or in any way affect 

movement of groundwater (contaminated or otherwise). The analysis presented in the IGB 

Environmental Analysis and Checklist and the 2006 LRDP EIR is adequate and an EIR is not 

required. 

The groundwater plumes in the IGB area are not migrating. Although the Bevatron Demolition 

Project scope included removing all of the subgrade concrete walls and floors of the Air Duct 

shafts, the easternmost sections were left in place to help limit potential post-demolition 

migration of contaminated groundwater. Also a subdrain was installed at the level of the former 

Bevatron basement to capture potentially contaminated groundwater. Since a rise in the water 

table was expected, an observation casing was placed in the backfill to monitor changes in the 

groundwater level. The water level in the backfill rose several feet within the former Air Duct 

area and therefore LBNL implemented a DTSC approved Interim Corrective Measure (ICM) to 

lower the water table and help ensure that contaminated groundwater did not migrate into the 

clean backfill. The ICM has been effective in controlling the migration. Migration of the 

contaminated groundwater to the west of the IGB site has also been controlled by the DTSC 

approved corrective measures that were implemented in the former Building 51L area. There is 

no off-site migration of VOCs in groundwater from the Bevatron area or the IGB area specifically. 

Response CMTW (1)-16 

As stated in Response to Comment CMTW (1)-15, above, the proposed IGB project would not 

interfere with any groundwater and soil contamination or ongoing remediation activities. 

Furthermore, with the incorporation of standard project features, the proposed IGB project 

would not result in potentially significant environmental impacts and the US Department of 

Energy (DOE) has determined that the proposed project qualifies for a categorical exclusion 

under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The DOE has determined that preparation 

of an environmental assessment (EA) or an EIS is not required. 

Response CMTW (1)-17 

The hydrogeologic conditions at the IGB site have been fully characterized as part of the 

geotechnical investigation of the site as well as in conjunction with the investigation of on-site 

contamination and remediation activities. The results of these evaluations are summarized, as 

appropriate, in the IGB Environmental Analysis and Checklist. 
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With respect to the assertion that a collapsed caldera is present on the LBNL site, please see 

Response to Comment CMTW (1)-1, above. 

For issues related to landslides as affecting the IGB project, please see Response to Comment 

CMTW(1)-11, above, and for concerns related to the effects of nearby faults and earthquakes on 

the IGB project, please see Responses to Comments CMTW(1)-5 and CMTW(1)-6, above. 

For migration of contaminated groundwater in the Bevatron area, please see Response to 

Comment CMTW(1)-15, above, and to Responses to Comments CMTW(1)-19 through 

CMTW(1)-24, below. 

Response CMTW (1)-18 

The comment is noted. The information provided by the commenter does not appear to have a 

bearing on the proposed IGB, which would not include a basement or subsurface level (as did the 

former Bevatron). Even so, the University does not agree with the commenter’s assertion that the 

former Bevatron’s “basement was always full of water” and that it “had to be constantly 

pumped.” Likewise, the University does not endorse as currently verified the “Interpretation of 

Historic Channel Network at LBNL” map provided by the commenter; this map appears to rely 

on information dating as far back as 1875 and 1935, and that has not been corroborated or more 

recently verified by qualified experts. 

Response CMTW (1)-19 

Please see Response to Comment CMTW (1)-18, above. The information that was used to make 

planning decisions during the Bevatron Demolition project was based on contemporaneous 

studies and investigations. For more information about the Bevatron project, please see the 

“Demolition of the Building 51 and the Bevatron” Final EIR (July 2007; State Clearinghouse 

#2005032095). 

Monitoring for subsurface contamination on the proposed IGB site has been taking place as 

follows: currently there are 16 wells used to monitor groundwater under the former Building 51 

footprint, an additional 9 wells in the parking lot area immediately downgradient from the 

footprint, and 6 wells in the unpaved area of the former Building 51 Vacuum Pump Room 

immediately east of the parking lot. 

Concentrations of VOCs in the groundwater in the former Vacuum Pump area have decreased 

since the Interim Corrective Measures (ICM) Concentrations of VOCs in the groundwater in the 

Building 51A area have also been decreasing or are remaining relatively stable. Concentration 

trend graphs are provided in UC LBNL’s February semiannual reports available online or at the 

Berkeley Public library. 

Response CMTW (1)-20 

Please see Response to Comment CMTW (1)-18, above. The IGB project is based on current and 

ongoing state–of-the-art geotechnical exploration, studies, and planning. Excavation would be 

minimal, and there would be no subsurface or basement levels. Accordingly, there would be little 

or no interaction between the proposed IGB building and the movement of subsurface 

groundwater. For more information about the IGB project plans and the geotechnical basis for 

those plans, please refer to the IGB Environmental Analysis and Checklist and the accompanying 
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Geotechnical Investigation Report (A3GEO 2014). All are available on the UC LBNL’s IGB 

website: http://www.lbl.gov/community/integrative-genomics-building 

Response CMTW (1)-21 

Please see Responses to Comments CMTW (1)-20 and CMTW (1)-19, above. UC LBNL 

acknowledges the commenter’s point that certain types of faults may be able to act as barriers 

and/or conduits affecting groundwater flow. However, in the case of the proposed project site, 

any fault features that might exist in the vicinity of the site would lie deep underground and 

within the bedrock formation, which is well below the level at which groundwater flows through 

the site. 

UC LBNL also notes that the maps provided by the commenter contain a conglomeration of 

apparent faults and other geologic features as identified by a wide variety of sources over a 

period extending back into the 19th century. Many of the faults and features identified in these 

maps have not been verified by independent geologists and technical specialists who have been 

retained by the University to investigate current conditions. The plans and analyses used by 

UC LBNL for the IGB and other projects on the LBNL site rely on current and verified sources. 

Response CMTW (1)-22 

Please see Responses to Comments CMTW (1)-21 and CMTW (1)-14, above. 

Response CMTW (1)-23 

The commenter’s request that a new Environmental Impact Report (EIR) pursuant to CEQA be 

prepared for the IGB project is noted. The CEQA documentation process is articulated in 

Section 2.1 of the IGB Environmental Analysis and Checklist. 

The University stated in the LBNL 2006 LRDP EIR (page III-48) that in addition to disclosing the 

environmental impacts from the adoption of the 2006 LRDP, the Program EIR would also be used 

by the Lab and/or by the Regents in connection with the consideration of specific projects 

pursuant to the 2006 LRDP, and possibly for the later modifications of such projects. The 2006 

LRDP EIR stated that pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, some projects might be 

approved as within the scope of the Program EIR. 

The IGB Environmental Analysis and Checklist has been prepared pursuant to Section 15168 (c) 

(2) to demonstrate that the proposed project is within the scope of the 2006 LRDP EIR. Consistent 

with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c)(4), a checklist utilizing the State CEQA Guidelines 

Appendix G list of questions was used to document the evaluation of the site- and project-specific 

information to determine whether the environmental impacts of the proposed project were 

covered in the Program EIR. The IGB Environmental Analysis and Checklist systematically 

examined the impact analysis in the 2006 LRDP EIR, the current conditions on and adjacent to the 

project site, the attributes and features of the proposed IGB project, and analyzed the likely 

environmental effects of the IGB project for all 17 resource topics on the CEQA checklist, 

including Geology and Soils (pages 56 to 61), Hazards and Hazardous Materials (pages 69 to 75), 

and Hydrology and Water Quality (pages 76 to 81). For each resource topic, it also examined 

whether any new information has become available since the certification of the 2006 LRDP EIR 

and found that even though some new information has become available, the information does 

not present new or substantially more severe impacts as compared to the environmental analysis 
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previously conducted for the 2006 LRDP EIR. The environmental review of the IGB project fully 

complies with CEQA and its implementing guidelines. 

The IGB Environmental Analysis and Checklist on page 3 reads:  

UC LBNL has determined— on the basis of the analysis and this environmental checklist 

– that the environmental impacts from construction of a building on the project site were 

evaluated in the Program EIR, and that under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 

there would be no new impacts and no new mitigation measures are required. Therefore 

further evaluation and documentation under CEQA are not required. (State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15168(c)(2)) 

The groundwater table at the project site is subject to several feet of rising and falling seasonally 

as a function of seasonal rain levels, stormwater flow, soil saturation, and related factors. Please 

also refer to Response to Comment CMTW (1)-15, above. 

Response CMTW (1)-24 

UC LBNL through its remediation efforts and testing and monitoring programs has shown that 

subsurface volatile organic compound (VOC) levels in the vicinity of the project site have been 

decreasing since implementation of the Interim Corrective Measures program and not rising as 

posited by the commenter. Please also see Response to Comment CMTW (1)-19, above. 

Groundwater contamination at the site originated with operation of the Bevatron, which began 

around 1940. The University is working with the DTSC to appropriately remediate the site, 

regardless of whether IGB is constructed. 

Response CMTW (1)-25 

The commenter’s contention that two “huge structures (are planned) to be built on the Bevatron 

complex demolition site (see Attachment 9)” appears to be based on a literal reading (and thus a 

misinterpretation) of the 2006 LRDP EIR “Illustrative Development Scenario.” 

(The “Attachment 9” figure included by the commenter is a diagram based on the 2006 LRDP 

Illustrative Development Scenario). 

As described on 2006 LRDP EIR page III-36, the Illustrative Development Scenario (IDS) is 

a conceptual portrayal of potential development under the LRDP … (and) is intended to 

provide a conservative basis for the analysis of environmental impacts… the Illustrative 

Development Scenario is not intended to be a precise representation of the actual 

development program that would take place over the 20-year planning horizon of the 

2006 LRDP. 

The large building posited in the IDS on the Bevatron site (apparently confused by the 

commenter to be two buildings) is identified as building S-3. This hypothetical 200,000-gross-

square-foot (gsf) lab-office building with a projected 435-person occupancy would not be 

constructed, and the much smaller (77,000 gsf, 333-person occupancy) lab-office IGB would be 

constructed in the general area of its IDS footprint. 
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It is the 2006 LRDP EIR analysis of Building S-3 that in part provides the conservative basis for 

demonstrating CEQA 15168(c)(2) coverage of the IGB project. 

Response CMTW (1)-26 

The suggestion to daylight the North Fork of Strawberry Creek on the IGB project site and 

preserve the project site as open space is noted. This suggestion – along with all of the other 

comments received on the IGB Environmental Analysis and Checklist – will be provided to the 

UC Board of Regents for consideration when the IGB project is submitted to for Regental 

approval. 
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Committee to Minimize Toxic Waste, Pam Sihvola, dated March 30, 2015 

Response CMTW (2)-1 

UC LBNL stated in the LBNL 2006 LRDP EIR (page III-48) that in addition to disclosing the 

environmental impacts from the adoption of the 2006 LRDP, the Program EIR would also be used 

by the Lab and/or by the Regents in connection with the consideration of specific projects 

pursuant to the 2006 LRDP, and possibly for the later modifications of such projects. The 2006 

LRDP EIR stated that pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, some projects might be 

approved as within the scope of the Program EIR. 

The IGB Environmental Analysis and Checklist has been prepared pursuant to Section 15168 (c) 

(2) to demonstrate that the proposed project is within the scope of the 2006 LRDP EIR. Consistent 

with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c)(4), a checklist was devised following the approach 

provided in State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. This checklist format was then used to help the 

University determine and document whether the environmental impacts of the proposed project 

were covered in the Program EIR. 

The IGB Environmental Analysis and Checklist demonstrates systematic examination of the 

impact analysis in the 2006 LRDP EIR, the current conditions on and adjacent to the project site, 

and the attributes and features of the proposed IGB project. The Environmental Analysis and 

Checklist covers the potential environmental effects of the IGB project for all 17 resource topics 

on the CEQA checklist, including Geology and Soils (pages 56 to 61), Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials (pages 69 to 75) and Hydrology and Water Quality (pages 76 to 81). For each resource 

topic, it documents whether any new information has become available since the certification of 

the 2006 LRDP EIR. Based on this documentation, the Environmental Analysis and Checklist 

demonstrates that the IGB project and new information that has become available since the 2006 

LRDP EIR do not alter the conclusions of the environmental analysis previously conducted in the 

2006 LRDP EIR. The environmental review of the IGB project fully complies with CEQA and its 

implementing guidelines. 

Response CMTW (2)-2 

All of the major faults in the vicinity of the LBNL site are discussed on page 56 of the IGB 

Environmental Analysis and Checklist. As stated on page 58, earthquake fault rupture is not a 

significant concern as the IGB site is at least 1,000 feet away from the closest known or suspected 

active fault trace of the Hayward fault. The northwest-trending Cyclotron Fault referred to be the 

commenter is the geologic contact between Tertiary Orinda Formation rocks (on the northeast) 

and Cretaceous Great Valley Complex rocks (on the southwest). Section 4.05.2 of the geotechnical 

investigation report for the IGB (A3GEO 2014) specifically refers to this fault contact and states 

that it is not considered active. The New Fault, University Fault and Lawrence Hall of Science 

Fault referred to by the commenter appear on a 1984 compilation map (Converse Consultants, 

1984) with the note “could not be confirmed.” Subsequent geologic studies have found no 

evidence supporting the existence of the New Fault, University Fault and Lawrence Hall of 

Science Fault, which are now generally dismissed as speculative. Please also refer to Response to 

Comment CMTW (1)-5, above. 
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Response CMTW (2)-3 

The existing contamination on the project site is described on pages 10, 11, 70, and 71 in the IGB 

Environmental Analysis and Checklist. Figure 3.0-4, VOCs Detected in Soil Vapor, shows the 

levels of soil vapor contamination on and adjacent to the project site based on the 2014 sampling. 

UC LBNL concluded that the detected VOCs pose no unacceptable risks to current site workers 

(construction workers or maintenance staff working outdoors) due to incomplete exposure 

pathways. However adverse health effects could result from potential exposures to VOCs that 

might infiltrate into indoor air (i.e., vapor intrusion). To address this concern, a human health 

risk assessment was prepared that evaluated two exposure pathways: a vertical (upward through 

the floor slab) and a lateral (through a building wall in contact with soil) vapor intrusion 

exposure pathway. The results of that analysis, which are reported in the IGB Environmental 

Analysis and Checklist, show that the soil vapor present in the area would not result in an 

excessive human health risk to building occupants. The circular subdrain under the Bevatron was 

replaced after demolition of the Bevatron. Although no significant rise in the water level under 

the IGB is expected, any significant rise would be controlled by the replacement subdrain and the 

drain lines under the retaining walls to the east (please also refer to Responses to Comments 

CMTW (1)-15 and CMTW(1)-23), above). 

Response CMTW (2)-4 

The commenter requests specific descriptions and information about springs outside of the 

project site and as identified in a historic document dating back to 1875. The 2006 LRDP EIR, the 

IGB Environmental Analysis and Checklist, the IGB geotechnical analysis, and other supporting 

studies provide up to date information relevant to the proposed project. The IGB document 

presents existing conditions at and near the IGB site; at the present time; there are no known 

springs on the project site or in the immediately surrounding area. CEQA requires a project to be 

evaluated relative to existing conditions. Site conditions (for example, related to springs) as 

reported in the 19th Century have not been verified and are not considered to be as reliable as 

current information gathered using modern knowledge, techniques, and equipment. Moreover, 

site conditions (including topography, hydrology, permeability, landscape, etc.) have changed 

substantially over the past 130 years.  Please also refer to Response to Comment CMTW (1)-21, 

above. 

For monitoring of VOC concentrations in groundwater, please see Responses to Comments 

CMTW (1)-13 and CMTW (1)-19, above. 

Response CMTW (2)-5 

Please see Response to Comment CMTW (1)-10, et seq. The IGB Environmental Analysis and 

Checklist and the 2006 LRDP EIR contain descriptions and analyses of the hydrologic, geologic, 

and subsurface contamination settings of the proposed IGB site, including 2006 LRDP EIR 

Sections IV.E Geology and Soils, IV.F Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and IV.G Hydrology 

and Water Quality; and the IGB Environmental Analysis and Checklist Sections 5.6 Geology and 

Soils, 5.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and 5.9 Hydrology and Water Quality. 

These sections include identification and mapping of groundwater contamination plumes. 

CEQA requires a project to be evaluated relative to existing conditions. At the present time, there 

are no known springs or drainages on the IGB site or in the immediate vicinity. Therefore a map 

showing springs or drainages that were in the area historically is not necessary for the analysis 
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(Please also refer to Response to Comment CMTW (2)-4, above). The IGB document incorporates 

by reference the information in the 2006 LRDP EIR, and that document includes fault zone and 

seismic hazard zone maps (Figures IV.E-2 and IV.E-4). The IGB Environmental Analysis and 

Checklist includes a site-specific diagram showing where VOCs have been detected in soil vapor 

based on sampling conducted in 2014 (Figure 3.0-4). The 2006 LRDP EIR includes a map showing 

all known groundwater contamination plumes at the LBNL site (Figure IV.F-1). Mapping, data, 

and analysis of an extensive soil-boring regimen on the site are available in the supporting 

Geotechnical Investigation Report (A3GEO 2014). Regarding faults acting as conduits for 

contaminated groundwater, please see Response to Comment CMTW (1)-21. 

The information that is included in the 2006 LRDP EIR, the IGB Environmental Analysis and 

Checklist, and associated supporting studies is appropriate and sufficient to demonstrate that the 

environmental impacts from construction of a building on the project site were evaluated in the 

2006 LRDP EIR, and that under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 there would be no new 

impacts and no new mitigation measures are required. Further evaluation and documentation 

under CEQA are not required as per State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c)(2). 

Response CMTW (2)-6 

For issues related to landslides as affecting the IGB project, please see Response to Comment 

CMTW (1)-11. Maps of current, historic, and repaired slides are provided in the 2006 LRDP EIR. 

In addition, the geotechnical study prepared for the proposed IGB project provides a detailed 

history of landslides at the LBNL site, along with geotechnical interpretation, analysis, and 

recommendations for the proposed project. 

The information that is included in the 2006 LRDP EIR, the IGB Environmental Analysis and 

Checklist, and associated supporting studies is appropriate and sufficient to demonstrate that the 

environmental impacts from construction of a building on the project site were evaluated in the 

2006 LRDP EIR. In addition this information shows that under State CEQA Guidelines Section 

15162, there would be no new impacts and no new mitigation measures are required. Further 

evaluation and documentation under CEQA are not required as per State CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15168(c)(2). 

Response CMTW (2)-7 

Please see Response to Comment CMTW (2)-1 as to why an EIR is not required for the proposed 

project and Response to Comment CMTW (1)-16 as to why an EIS is not required. 

Response CMTW (2)-8 

The commenter’s request for a public hearing on the IGB project is noted. 

UC LBNL has presented plans and information about the proposed IGB at several public 

meetings. For example, at meetings of the UC LBNL Community Advisory Group (CAG) in May 

2014, July 2014, January 2015, and March 2015. At the March 9, 2015 CAG meeting in downtown 

Berkeley, UC LBNL made detailed presentations of the IGB project, construction process, design, 

and environmental process. The UC LBNL CAG meets routinely, typically once every two 

months, and encourages public attendance and public participation. 
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In October 2013, UC LBNL publicly presented at a Richmond City Council meeting on the change 

in federal funding for the proposed biosciences project at the Richmond Field Station.  

In regard to the commenter’s concern about construction of a “mega-structure” on the proposed 

project site, please see Response to Comment CMTW (1)-25. Responses to various concerns 

about the potential for project effects on the local watershed are provided in multiple responses 

to the CMTW (1) and CMTW (2) comment letters. 

Response CMTW (2)-9 

Please see Responses to Comments CMTW (2)-2 to CMTW(2)-6 regarding on-site 

contamination, landslides, faults, and groundwater. With respect to geologist Garniss Curtis’s 

letter cited in this comment, see Response to Comment CMTW (1)-1. See also Response to 

Comment CMTW (2)-10, below, in regards to the 2009 DVD entitled “The Fault.” As all of these 

responses and other responses to comments in Letters CMTW (1) and CMTW (2) show, the 

information presented by CMTW is either dated, not supported by facts and verified studies, or 

simply not applicable to the IGB project. As a result, none of the conclusions regarding the 

impacts of the IGB project, as presented in the IGB Environmental Analysis and Checklist, would 

change as a result of this information presented by CMTW. The project is within the scope of the 

2006 LRDP EIR analysis and as explained in Response to Comment CMTW (2)-1, an EIR is not 

required. 

Response CMTW (2)-10 

The commenter’s provision of a 2009 DVD entitled “The Fault” is noted. It has been reviewed by 

UC LBNL and determined to provide no new information relevant to the adequacy of the 

proposed IGB project CEQA analyses. Please see Responses to Comments CMTW (1)-17, and 

CMTW (2)-9, above. 
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Jim Jones <kakagi@sonic.net> 12:06 PM (22 hours ago)

to Planning

Dear Jeff, 

        As an uphill, upwind neighbor on Campus Drive directly on the edge of your property, we have 
lived through years of demolition and reconstruction over the past 30 years..  We have been subjected 
to 7 days a week of loud trucks, loud people and loud generators as well as loud whistle 
blowing.  Usually there is a 4:30 am truck delivery of materials and or a garbage pickup with the usual 
ear piercing back up sounds as trucks navigate your construction zones.  This past Christmas the lab 
left a high pitched humming generator on for 7 days non-stop during the shut down at Christmas 
break. We have learned over the years that our concerns are worthless and our sleep deprivation is 
irrelevant.  If only the administration lived so close by their workplace, they might reconsider how you 
move forward.  Your former director lived up on Ajax Place, not quite close enough to be  subjected to 
the continual disruptions the lab produces.  So obviously, I don't really think that ALL environmental 
concerns have been addressed over the years. I look forward to hearing from you. 

Sincerely, 
Jim and Dana Jones 
1554 Campus Drive 
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Jim and Dana Jones, dated March 10, 2015 

Response Jones-1 

The comments regarding noise from previous construction activities, garbage trucks, and existing 

generators are noted. These are observations about existing conditions and are not related to the 

proposed IGB project. 

IGB project construction would occur at least 0.20 mile from the nearest residence and would not 

exceed the City of Berkeley’s noise standard for construction noise. Noise from mechanical 

equipment, such as from Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning (HVAC) systems, would be 

controlled by shielding. Further noise analysis is provided in Section 5.12 Noise, of the IGB 

Environmental Analysis and Checklist. 
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Integrative Genomics Building 
Environmental Analysis & Checklist 

March 10, 2015 

Comments on EIR: 

1. Transportation Element: 
    a). Traffic analysis at the 4 intersections studied are irrelevant. 

          The accumulative effect with this project and other UC Berkeley projects needs to be part of the analysis 
          to get a real life understanding of the problems facing the community. 

The additional traffic generated by the IGB project will be significant in South East Berkeley. With 
         the additional traffic added to the area by the new Maxwell Field parking lot, other UCB projects and this 
         project, the following streets and intersections (already well below standards) are further impacted and 
        degraded. 

         1. The Warren-Derby street corridor (a single lane city street system that is the main exit to the south from 
             the Lab and the University). 
         2. Intersection at Claremont Ave. and Ashby Ave. 
         3. Intersection at Ashby Ave. and Domingo  
         4. Tunnel Road (Highway 13) to Highway 24 entrance - both ways. 
              This corridor is unsafe for all user and particularly the residents who live East and West of Tunnel 
              Road. Access it extremely dangerous for those entering the roadway. 
         5. Ashby Ave. from College Ave. to Claremont Ave. 

Will any mitigations be available for the above problems created by this project? 

The occupancy of the new building is shown as 330 persons.
         1. How many are hourly employees who will arrive and leave on regular schedules vs. those who can 
             come and go at their leisure? 
         2. How was this factored into the traffic study and impacts on intersections and streets in Berkeley? 
         3. Now does the Traffic Manage Plan resolve this issue? 

b). Construction truck traffic and the effects on street surfaces and the environment: 

         1. What are the provisions for replacing the damage caused by heavy truck traffic on the city streets? 
         2. How will the air quality be measured and what steps will be taken to eliminate the diesel pollution  
            caused by the constructions trucks? 
         3. Will the community be alerted when contaminated materials are being hauled from the construction 
             site? 
         4. How will auto pollution from commuting employees be mitigated? The communities Climate Action 
             Plan calls for reducing personal car use. What will be done to accomplish this goal? 
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Water Issues: 

         1. While the drinkable water usage may be considered resolved because the new employees who will 
             occupy the new building will be transferred from the facilities in Walnut Creek and Emeryville. The 
             fact is that those facilities will become occupied by someone else - thus no reduction in water use will 
             be realized. 

         2. What is the plan (if any) to attempt to realize no gain in water usage from this project? 

Dean Metzger  
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Dean Metzger, dated March 10, 2015 

Response Metzger-1 

The IGB Environmental Analysis and Checklist evaluated the impacts of the proposed project at 

four intersections because these four intersections are most likely to be impacted by the project 

based on the City of Berkeley’s significance criteria used to identify potential impacts. The City of 

Berkeley’s guidelines for traffic impact analysis require analysis of intersections where a project 

would increase intersection traffic by 25 or more peak hour trips. As shown on Figure 7 in the 

Transportation Impact Analysis report (See Appendix C of the Environmental Analysis and 

Checklist), the project would increase traffic volumes by more than 25 peak hour trips at only one 

intersection, Hearst Avenue/Gayley Road/La Loma Avenue. Since the proposed project would 

add fewer than 25 peak hour trips to the other three study intersections, the analysis is 

conservative and an analysis of additional intersections in the City is not required. 

The analysis summarized in the IGB Environmental Analysis and Checklist and provided in 

more detail in the Transportation Impact Analysis report (Appendix C) includes evaluation of 

project impacts under near-term (2019) and cumulative (2035) conditions. These analyses account 

for traffic generated by other proposed and planned developments at LBNL, UC Berkeley, City of 

Berkeley, and the larger region. 

Response Metzger-2 

As shown on Figure 7 in the Transportation Impact Analysis report (See Appendix C of the IGB 

Environmental Analysis and Checklist), the proposed project is estimated to increase project 

traffic on streets listed in the comment by 12 peak hour trips or fewer. This number is below the 

criterion of 25 peak hour trips that is used by the City of Berkeley to include and exclude study 

intersections for impact assessment. The reasoning is that if fewer than 25 peak hour trips are 

added to an intersection or a roadway by a project, the impact of this traffic would be less than 

significant because the small number of peak hour trips would be within the typical fluctuations 

in daily traffic volumes and would not be noticeable to most motorists. Because of the small 

number of trips that would be added by the project to the city intersections and roadways 

mentioned in the comment, the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts on 

these facilities. 

The Environmental Analysis and Checklist includes, as standard project features, mitigation 

measures included in the 2006 LRDP EIR; no additional mitigation measures are necessary 

because the project would not cause any additional significant impacts on transportation. 

However, consistent with the 2006 LRDP planning principles and in compliance with LRDP EIR 

Mitigation Measure TRANS -1e, which requires UC LBNL to implement a transportation demand 

management (TDM) program, the proposed project has been designed to reduce vehicle trips. 

The IGB building would be in close proximity to a shuttle stop and employees would be 

encouraged to participate in the LBNL employee ride share program. The project would also 

supply bicycle racks and shower facilities and reduce the amount of parking spaces on the LBNL 

hill site by approximately 60 spaces. Please also refer to Response to Comment Metzger-3, 

below. 
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Response Metzger-3 

As shown in Table 10 in Environmental Analysis and Checklist Section 5.16, Transportation and 

Traffic, the transportation impact analysis assumes that the proposed IGB occupants would be 

similar to other LBNL employees, and therefore would have similar trip-making patterns, 

including arrival and departure times. This assumption is appropriate as the JGI and Kbase 

employees are and would continue to have schedules similar to the rest of the LBNL staff. 

As the analysis shows, the traffic added by the proposed project would not result in any 

significant impacts on city streets and intersections. 

A Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan has been implemented as a mitigation 

measure in the 2006 LRDP EIR (LRDP MM Trans-1). The TDM Plan is currently undergoing 

review as UC LBNL looks for ways to further reduce its staff needs for parking and single-

occupancy commuting. Among the measures implemented or maintained under the TDM Plan 

are free, continuous (through the workday) round-trip shuttles around the Lab site and to BART 

and other downtown Berkeley locations; “Zimride” ridesharing program; carpool matching and 

special carpool parking; bike racks on buses, bike facilities at buildings, showers for staff, and 

other forms of bicycle support; EV chargers for staff-owned electric vehicles; on-site lodging for 

guests and visitors; on-site cafeteria for staff; a Guaranteed Ride Home program, etc. 

Response Metzger-4 

As described in Environmental Analysis and Checklist Section 5.16 Transportation and Traffic, 

the construction-related truck traffic generated by the proposed project is not expected to result 

in substantial wear of roadway pavements. This affirms the 2006 LRDP EIR analysis conclusions 

in regard to pavement impact. Therefore, the proposed project would not be expected to result in 

a potentially significant impact. 

Response Metzger-5 

Construction and operational criteria air pollutant emissions were estimated and analyzed in 

Environmental Analysis and Checklist Section 5.3 Air Quality. The daily emissions of criteria air 

pollutants from projected construction activities were found to be less than thresholds 

established by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). The IGB 

Environmental Analysis and Checklist (page 46) also reports the results of a human health risk 

assessment that was prepared to evaluate the human health effects from project diesel emissions. 

This analysis conservatively takes into account diesel emissions generated by the maximum 

number of daily construction truck trips expected to travel to and from the LBNL site. That 

analysis shows that human health effects from diesel emissions would be less than significant. 

Therefore air quality does not need to be monitored during project construction for diesel or 

other air emissions. 

Response Metzger-6 

IGB would not require demolition of existing buildings and excavation would be minimal. 

Therefore, it is expected that very little material would be off-hauled from the site. If any 

materials containing contaminants were off-hauled from the LBNL facility, they would be 

transported to an approved landfill in containers and vehicles as per all applicable federal, state, 

and local requirements, including Department of Energy and UC LBNL procedures. Notification 
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to the City of Berkeley would follow all established protocols between UC LBNL and the City of 

Berkeley. 

Response Metzger-7 

The City of Berkeley’s Climate Action Plan is not applicable to this project. Berkeley Lab operates 

under federal requirements for greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction, and will prepare its own 

Climate Action Plan. LBNL reports its Site Sustainability Plan to DOE annually 

(https://drive.google.com/file/d/0BzVhhrDxKcoabklpdjlUazFaSm8/view?pli=1). However, as 

described on page 11 of Appendix A, UC LBNL has implemented a Transportation Demand 

Management (TDM) plan that aims to reduce single-occupant automobile trips. In addition, as 

stated on page 21 of the Transportation Impact Analysis (IGB Environmental Analysis and 

Checklist Appendix C), the proposed project would reduce the available parking supply at 

LBNL, which would further encourage use of public transit. As noted above, the location of the 

IGB is accessible by shuttle and the new building would include bicycle racks and shower 

facilities. Considering that parking at LBNL is at or near capacity on most weekdays, it is likely 

that the proposed project and other future developments at LBNL would result in lower 

automobile trip generation rates than current observations at the site. The relocation of multiple 

employees from another work location also creates the opportunity for vanpools. Please see 

Response to Comment Metzger-2, above. 

Response Metzger-8 

It is not known whether the previously occupied facilities in Walnut Creek and Emeryville would 

be re-occupied, nor in what capacity those privately owned facilities would be used. Therefore, it 

would be speculative to assume the new occupants of the vacated facilities would use as much 

water as the JGI or KBase programs. 

While it is not reasonable to assume that a zero-increase in water usage at LBNL can be achieved 

with this project, the JGI and KBase programs would use less water at the IGB site than at their 

current leased sites. This would be due to modern, Leadership in Energy & Environmental 

Design (LEED) Gold standard building design that includes high-efficiency heating and cooling 

systems and high-efficiency fixtures and low-flow toilet fixtures, as discussed in Section 5.17 

Utilities and Services Systems. The landscaping proposed as part of the project would be 

primarily comprised of drought-tolerant, low water-use, and low fire-fuel plant materials. 

Lawn areas are not proposed as part of the project. 
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From: Jamen Shively <jamenshively@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Mar 24, 2015 at 9:37 PM 
Subject: Integrative Genomics Building Proposed Location 
To: Planning@lbl.gov
Cc: John Shively <jrshively@gmail.com>

Attention to Jeff Philliber, Chief Environmental Planner 

To whom it may concern regarding the proposed location of the Genomics Building: 

I worked with Professor Garniss Curtis, Emeritus Professor of Geology, U.C. Berkeley, who passed away in 
about 2011. 

In the approximately 2-year period prior to his passing, Prof. Curtis strongly advised about the risks associated 
with building new buildings up in and around the LBL area in the Berkeley hills, due to the proximity to the 
Hayward Fault, which in Dr. Curtis’ opinion, is now due to activate again. 

Thank you for considering this important information. 

Sincerely,

John R. Shively, P.E. 

P.O. Box 7136 

Berkeley, CA 94707 

(helped by son Jamen Shively)
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John Shively, dated March 24, 2015 

Response Shivley-1 

The comment is noted. For concerns raised by Professor Curtis regarding development risks on 

the LBNL site and issues associated with the Hayward fault, please see Responses to Comments 

CMTW (1)-1, and CMTW (1)-4 through CMTW (1)-6. 
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Elizabeth Stage, dated March 9, 2015 

Response Stage-1 

UC LBNL is currently working with the California Department of Toxic Substances Control 

(DTSC) to remediate all of the contamination plumes in the vicinity of the proposed IGB site. 

This will occur whether or not the IGB project moves forward. Remediation efforts require a 

concerted focus of resources and efforts; it is therefore most feasible to conduct remediation in 

discrete and manageable allotments based on priorities set by UC LBNL and the Department of 

Energy. 
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Diz Swift, dated March 9, 2015 

Response Swift-1 

Storm water is analyzed under Section 5.9 Hydrology & Water Quality, in the IGB Environmental 

Analysis and Checklist. As discussed, the IGB project would generally maintain the amount of 

impervious surfaces on the project site. There actually may be a small reduction in impervious 

surfaces on the site. If hydrologic analyses show that storm water retention is necessary, rainfall 

would be captured and reused for irrigation or detained and released downstream in a manner 

that mimics the predevelopment hydrology. This would avoid hydromodification and flooding 

in the receiving waters downstream of the project site. On-site storm water infiltration would be 

strictly limited due to environmental considerations regarding on-site contamination. 
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3.0 ERRATA 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter shows revisions to the Environmental Analysis and Checklist, subsequent to the 

document’s publication and public review. These revisions have been made to correct 

typographic errors in the Environmental Analysis and Checklist as published in February 2015. 

The revised text is excerpted from the Environmental Analysis and Checklist and shown below. 

Strikethrough (strikethrough) text indicates a deletion and underlined (underlined) text indicates 

an addition. 

3.2 REVISIONS TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS AND CHECKLIST 

The second paragraph on page 25 of the Environmental Analysis and Checklist has been revised 

as follows:  

The 2006 LRDP EIR also noted that any use of the EIR in connection with subsequent approval is 

subject to two additional restrictions that resulted from consultations with the City of Berkeley. 

First, the EIR will not be used as the first-tier EIR for any project exceeding a net total of 

890,000980,000 gsf of new occupiable space construction or 320,000 gsf of demolition. Second, a 

new traffic study will be prepared at the earliest to occur of 10 years after the LRDP EIR is 

certified or the date on which development at the Lab pursuant to the 2006 LRDP reaches 375 net 

new parking spaces. Neither of these two restrictions applies because the proposed project will 

add only 77,000 square feet of new occupiable space, and a new traffic study is not needed 

because 10 years have not lapsed since EIR certification and the number of net new parking 

spaces at the Lab has not reached 375 spaces. 

The text under Item “d” in Section 5.17, Utility and Service Systems, on page 124 of the 

Environmental Analysis and Checklist has been revised as follows: 

JGI and KBase are two existing programs that would move from their current locations in Walnut 

Creek and Emeryville to the IGB building. JGI and KBase collectively use about 8.72 mgy of 

water which is supplied by EBMUD and the Contra Costa Water District. Because of water 

efficiency included in the proposed IGB project, the two programs consolidated on the LBNL hill 

site would use substantially less water than under existing conditions. The proposed project 

would install water conservation devices such as low-flow plumbing fixtures and water-saving 

appliances; other devices and new technology (e.g., drip irrigation, re-circulating cooling 

systems, etc.) would be employed where practicable to further water conservation. Additionally, 

landscaping introduced to the project site would include drought-tolerant plant materials. The 

proposed IGB building and population associated with the proposed project would therefore use 

about 3.95 3.095 mgy, and there would be a net decrease in water demand during operation of 

the IGB project. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the need for new or 

expanded water entitlements. The proposed project’s impact is adequately addressed under 

LRDP Impact UTILS-2UTILS-1 and would be less than significant. 
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The last paragraph on page 117 of the Environmental Analysis and Checklist has been revised as 

follows: 

Through the 2006 LRDP EIR and the LBNL 2006 LRDP EIR Supplement approvals process , UC 

LBNL is committed to working with the City of Berkeley and UC Berkeley to implement LRDP 

EIR Mitigation Measure TRANS-8 which requires implementation of the measures atpertaining 

to the four intersections, identified inspecifically LRDP EIR Mitigation Measures TRANS-1a 

through, TRANS-1b, and TRANS-1e. This includes conducting a detailed study at the Hearst 

Avenue/Gayley Road–La Loma Avenue intersection and contributing on a fair-share basis to the 

cost of implementing any specific mitigation measures identified through the study. The study 

was completed in November 2009 and identified a number of improvements that, taken together, 

would be sufficient to improve year 2025 LOS from F to E. UC LBNL has committed to its share 

of the necessary funding, but as of the preparation of this document, no improvement plan has 

been adopted by the City of Berkeley. Cumulative impacts on LOS at the Hearst Avenue/Gayley 

Road–La Loma Avenue intersection were therefore identified as significant and unavoidable in 

both the 2006 LRDP EIR and in the 2010 supplemental analysis. A similar condition pertains for 

the other three intersections identified in the 2006 LRDP EIR and supplemental analysis as 

significantly affected—improvements have been identified and UC LBNL has committed to fair-

share funding, but since improvement plans have yet to be adopted by the City, cumulative 

impacts at the Durant Avenue/Piedmont Avenue, Gayley Road/Stadium Rim Way, and Bancroft 

Way/Piedmont Avenue intersections are considered significant and unavoidable.  

The text in the first full paragraph on page 119 of the Environmental Analysis and Checklist has 

been revised as follows: 

In summary, the IGB project’s long-term operational traffic contribution to the four affected 

intersections would be comparatively small, but is nonetheless conservatively evaluated as 

cumulatively considerable. It would be effectively mitigated through implementation of LRDP 

EIR Mitigation Measures TRANS-81a through TRANS-1e, which isare included in the proposed 

project as a standard project features. However, although it has committed to appropriate, fair-

share mitigation for the four affected intersections, UC LBNL alone cannot implement the 

improvements prescribed in these mitigation measures. This mitigation requires participation 

and fair-share funding from UC Berkeley and the City of Berkeley as well. Until such time that 

those other entities were to commit to the mitigation-prescribed improvements and participate 

with UC LBNL in advancing an implementation plan, this CEQA analysis assumes that the IGB 

project’s contribution to this impact would be cumulatively considerable. This impact is 

adequately analyzed in the LBNL 2006 LRDP EIR Supplement and was fully addressed in the 

Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations adopted by The Regents in connection 

with its approval of the Supplementation of the LBNL 2006 LRDP EIR with respect to Traffic 

Impacts at One Intersection.  



LBNL 4.0-1 IGB Project  

0924.009  April 2015 

4.0 REFERENCES 

A3GEO, Inc. 2014. Geotechnical Investigation Report Integrative Genomics Building (IGB) Project Conceptual 

Design Phase. September 30. 

Parsons Engineering Science, Inc. (PES) and LBNL. 2000. Draft Final RCRA Facility Investigation Report for 

the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory Environmental Restoration Program. September. 

Fugro West, Inc., Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Building 50X, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, 

August 5, 2002. 

Kleinfelder, Inc. 2006. Fault Investigation, Computation Research and Theory Building, Lawrence Berkeley 

National Laboratory, Berkeley, California, 44. Consulting report prepared for Lawrence Berkeley 

National Laboratory. 

 



LBNL 5.0-1 IGB Project  

0924.009  April 2015 

5.0 REPORT PREPARATION 

5.1 LEAD AGENCY 

Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory 

 

Jeff Philliber, LBNL Environmental Planner 

Joe Harkins, LBNL Project Director 

Nancy Ware, LBNL Senior & Environmental Counsel 

Joy Fleming, LBNL EHS Construction Project Support & Design Group  

Ron Pauer, LBNL EHS Environmental Services Group Manager 

David Baskin, LBNL EHS Environmental Restoration Program 

Pat Thorson, LBNL EHS Environmental Services Group  

 

5.2 CONSULTANTS 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 

 

Shabnam Barati, Managing Principal 

Caitlin Gilleran, Project Planner 

Ian Hillway, Publications Manager  

Andrea Harsma, Publications Coordinator 

 

Fehr & Peers 

 

Sam Tabibnia, Senior Associate 

Huma Husain, Transportation Engineer 

 

A3GEO Inc. 

 

Wayne Magnusen, Principal Engineer 


	0_0_Cover
	0_1_ToC042315
	1_0_Intro042315
	2_0_RtoC042315
	3_0_Errata042315
	4_0_References042315
	5_0_Preparers042315



